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PER CURI AM

Zenobi a B. Penn appeal s her conviction after a jury trial
of conspiracy to distribute and possess with intent to distribute
nore than five kilograns of cocaine, in violation of 21 U S. C
8 841(a)(1l) (2000). She asserts that the district court erred in
denying her notions to suppress evidence and to exclude her grand
jury testinony. W have reviewed the parties’ briefs, the joint
appendi x, the transcript of the district court’s ruling fromthe
bench, and the court’s order denying the notions. Fi nding no
reversible error, we affirm

Wth regard to the denial of the notion to suppress, we
conclude that the district court did not err. Penn’ s airport
encounter with |aw enforcenment officials did not anmobunt to a

sei zure under the Fourth Amendnent. See Onelas v. United States,

517 U.S. 690, 699 (1996) (stating standard of review for denial of

notion to suppress); Florida v. Bostick, 501 U S. 429, 436-37

(1991) (providing standard to determ ne whether police-citizen

encounter anounts to seizure); United States v. Waver, 282 F.3d

302, 309-10 (4th Gr. 2002) (sane and setting forth factors to
consi der). W also agree with the district court that Penn
voluntarily consented to a search of her purse and person. See

United States v. Mendenhall, 446 U. S. 544, 558 (1980) (finding that

courts shoul d consi der age, maturity, and intelligence of defendant

in determ ning whether consent to search was voluntary); United



States v. lLattinore, 87 F.3d 647, 650 (4th G r. 1996) (en banc)

(sanme and noting that “conditions under which the consent to search
was given” also relevant). Nor do we find any abuse of discretion
in the district court’s denial of Penn's notion to exclude her

grand jury testinmony. See United States v. Hodge, 354 F.3d 305,

312 (4th Cr. 2004) (stating standard of review).

Accordingly, we affirm Penn’s conviction. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.
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